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Faculty Views of the Uﬁiversity';

.Organizational Legitimacy: A Case Study
f' . . Abstract

A #coring deyice is introduced by which two groups of a single
Universi:y'sﬁfacdity were defined, along 1ines of discontentment and

contentment with the institution's 6réanizationa1 style. The respective

groups are shown to have held differentiated perceﬁtions of several

aspects of University life. Linking. the findings to a framework derived .

_ from general organization theory, gogsible conseqhencea of the‘chultx's‘

b

1. / ;
attitudinal split are noted. One of the possibilitiés is that univer-

Al

to pressures generated by dis;ontentéd elements. Types of faculty.are
aesoqiated with dieconténted and éontented’{eelings.

Fiﬁdinga are phrased in a way which gondﬁcea to further study,
éspe?ially through cbmparative-analys;a.A It is suggested that
particular}y the lafgeeland-grant state ;niveraities may tend to have
bimilér cha;acter§atiés. The data also sug;eét that qualifications,
ghould be‘held regarding usual.assumptions about fa;ulty participation

norms and professionalistic pefsonnel's antipathy toward administration.

sities may'develop continually toward organizational rigidity in response
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Faculty Views of the University's.

Organizational ﬂegitimaéy:' A Case Study

Introduction , -

* 'Faculty discontentment has been underscored in investigations and

writings done from numerous viewpoimts. In recent years the topic has -

been tied to spéh important matters as faculty unionization, employment
‘ \

attrition ana movewent, and internal processes of‘oiganization and par-

ticipation. Yet iiterhture on universities is‘only beginning to build .

in regard to the issues at hand. ‘Conclugions are bi no means-érystéllized
- about the nature and coﬁsequences of ch; faculty-institution relationship,

The present reéort ziews faculty discontment as an e?pirical

question to be addressed bhrodghvlénse; of érganization theory, an a;proach

which ﬁaa been given relatively shoft shrif;. The focus is on faculty

memyers‘ R:rcgptions of org;nizétional characteristics of a University. oy

The element of'ﬁrimary in;eéest‘is their interpreting internal processes

and structures as legitimate or illegitimate. Legitimacy and illegitim&cy

are terms used in organization theory to refer to concepts broader than .

members' subjectively held senses of contentment/discontentment, The
. legitimacy variable is a factor which intertwines with other aspects of

an organization and which bears on institutional health. An important

legacy of theoretical development -is a widely accepted idea that sub-

ordinates' subjective attitudes con@ition whether and in what ways

authority is effective., Legitimacy might be accorded to or withheld
. \ N A .

from the formaily charged authority roles; it might be redirected to

L N other organizational rolea or be based on criteria other than those

— .
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stemming ffom the logié of the institution's grrangbmenc and pufposps.
A(high ingtance of illegitimacy feelings is part of a syndrome of 6r—
ganizatibnal dysfunctionality, according to the more standard inter-
pretations. Ho;ever. the nature of this dysfuncfionality is envi;ioned
differently among severél schools of thought., Some schola;s.treng il-
legitimacy as a serious detraction from a neceésa;y.h;ghvdegreﬁ’gf formal
authority. Others see it as g ;ot unwarranted reaction agains; inap-
.prop;iate‘or excessive involvements by higher strata, or against their

inept means of aghie;ing influence. "

Regardless of one's theoretical orientation, it is important to
understand legitimacy and'iliégitimacy feelings. Equipped with this apd
other elements of basic insight, scholars can with some confidcéce pro-
ceed to devise descriptive and préscrfﬁﬁive univérsit* models, and
spec;late more soundi& on ultimate issues about Qniversity viébility.
With this tlieoretical §ssue and the iﬁconciusiveness of pniversify
ii;erature'in min&, observations were made in a sipéle University.

A dichtomy of'perceppiohs dmergedvfh the preliminary research. The
.discontented faculty members seemed to share a sefies of sentiménts the

.

composite of which can be stated as follows:

s

‘where the administrative echelon performs too much according

to their own discretionary judgments, and [tbis situati‘k is

f intolerable from the point of view of acgdemic valuesf =

I

Others, the comtented faculty members, secemed to disagree with this imdge.
i : . : A

» L}
Since the split attitudes occurred in a singfe o;genization, it was de~

. '

A
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sgirable \to prabe MOqé’deeply‘into the same institd}ion.

S . . -
-

T R Research Dcsign

. The atti:ude discovered in Lhe preliminary study to be huld by the

.

discontenCed faculty were reminiscent of findings by‘Michei Crozier (1964)

v ‘

' in ‘his study of French bu:caucracies. A scpse df illegitimacy was directed:
toward'the exercise of "power" as hé defined ic: Unbounded by rules, others.

(especially administrators) made and enforced judgments of dubious ‘merit on
Iy, By

their own discretion? Additional 1ngred}encs of disgruntlement in -the
University uere compatible with the image wiich Crozier had described.
Upper echelons seemed to chcse mcmbcrs to hold the advantage in poqcr in

a strd%ture which was secn;g? centrnlizcd and as "stacked" against members'

viewpoints, . v

Ll
.

. This package of perceptions was the present étudy's dependbnﬁ:variable,
operationalized as agegement/disagreement with twenty-one Likert scale state-

meénts conderning the presence Jf these elements. &Responses to the statements

3
LI

proved inte;reldted in a way which both formed a Guttman gcale .(with a coef-"~

“ficient of 90.3 by Coodman s technique) and showed item by 1tcm correlations

which were aLl significnnt at the ..05 level. A score of 2 was given for each
lzes;onse which indicated an illegigimacy orientation, 1 for neutral/non;
response, and O.for aAlegitichi dtientation. ﬁacn_individuai'g %corgs on;
the' twenty-one items sere totnled. and chd respondents\yere‘gann-ordered
according to their tdtal scores. Two Qroups were definedl-—‘illegitimacy .
and legitimacy-oriented -= py‘dividing the faculty membgns at the nedidn
point of the rank order. One-third of the réspondents“scored between 0 and
14, indicating t?at a sizdanie proportion gendcd to maﬁé reéponse}bif a

s
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. ‘ -
quite favorable or positiye nature conccrnlﬂb [hL bnlversity organizatlox

(The stateménte utilized in the operational dexinition ‘of the dcpendent

. .

yyayiable appear‘in‘Appcudix A.) ~
.A,mail-odé_questionnaarq qpntaiﬁiné thcscwstﬁse?ents and items con-
cerning other attitudihal yariables was adminlstéred. 'thigional data
" were taken from the University's perspnncl fcqordgj Flye.hundred fgcultyrx
mémbers of a ﬁopulation of one tho;sand ni;uéy—nine wére'tandomly selected
. from a rok&er of faculty personnel (all'those giuﬁﬂreachiﬂg and/or reseaéch

B
‘assignments).. One hundred fifty-six individuals returned quéstionnaires(

.

whiéh were completeq'sufficiently to use insnalysis.
\}o facilitate a check of the rep)csontacivcne s of the quLstlonnaxre

completed and returned) a test group -of thirty faculty members was selected

"

separately from the larger group of [our'hunq;od scventy® persons. The

group of thirty and the larger group were chosen independently of each

(other, each by means of a table of random numbers. A iresponse rate -of one-
third of the total, cémbinéd_sample was cxpécted, since that had been the .
" '

retuyn rate of the preliminary study. The smaller sub-sample dinitially

’

returned at this expected raté; but for these members follow-up letters and
telephone 6é118 elicited a final return ratc.of ninety per cent. .Iﬂe re-
 § sponses of the smaller gioup with a high return wefe compared Qith the
lérger group's responses in ;hich only ,one-third comblgted and returned
quescxonnaireb: It is feé;ib]e to ;rgue that sinccvtﬁe two samples did
not diverge significantly on mo;t variables, the total respondent group
Qaé not unré§resentacive of the total population of faculty members at the

subject Upiversity. The effort, however,‘was nof to depict the Univer-

| & . . .
sity's profile, but to test relationships bc‘ycen variables for individuals.

v
'
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. Hhether the respondents constituted a representative sample is irrelevant

to this end .

W . This repert does.not identify the subject University by name, as a
-~ courtesy te the institution. Some of its characteristics should be nqted,.
hqwever. in order to facilitate the reader's appraisal of the findings. '

The' University was - formed in a southwestcrn state as a land—grant colIege
’

in the-late- 18003, and grew especially since the 19SOs in that tfadition

«{rominent elements in it include appIxed ficlds such as engineeripg and

. .‘ agriculture, professionally oriented gradpate programs, and extension

.

s

’ ’/ - services. There' are approximately seventy departments and twelve hundred
, .

faculty members serving sixteen thousand students, one-fourth of them

- .

'

' post-graduates.t
¢

. o , -
. o by Responses on each of several statements concerning independent vari-
' >

ables wégg tallied fbr the groups identificd as illcgitimacy- and legitimacy-

‘

perce}vera. Chi-éi;;:e and in some cases Kruskal-Wallis-calculations were '

\ .
used to test whether responses on these statcments were related to illegiti- '
e A ;

,) macy/legttimacy perceptieee. Tﬂe .05 level of significapce was Jsed. -Data‘ -
, formats are 595 bulky to be presented in this drticle.v Eorty—six contin- t -
gency tables, most of &hem contaieing serfal Likert scale statements,  re~
. -sponse tal%ies and statistical figyres, appear in the author’s fuiler

L4 " report. (Marshall, 1975y N -

~

? o Findings: . Elements of Perception I .

g ' . . R .-
Additional elements of “the Crozieridn image were associated with the

aensee of legitimacy/illegitimacy as ope:;tionally defined. Those per-'

ceiving illegitimate power relationships in the University also viewed

- . o)
. ¥ *
A = ¢

8 . :
. i
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'1egitimacy/1egitimacy.varifble.

: vt B
. Vo \

it as an "illib;ral" setting. Componengs of illiber#lity which figure in

"Crozier 8 discussion include "buiLaucraticncsq' of derogatory connogations

such as rigidity and cumbersomenéss. the application of sanctions rathex

3 . = i ' \
than persuasion to achieve compliance, and intolerance of deviancy. Crozier

suggests that where the setting is "liberal" in these regards, personnel
’

will not evince that sensitivity toward’power which-he discovered in ﬁ&s i

own studies. Here, actors" rcspouses to statements purporting illiberality/

libgrality did aésociate as expectqd with their viewe concerning the il~

An hypothé§§s derived from Crozier's theory was that a power %ituation

. . b ’
stimulates a desire to check thé poweY. Those who perceived illegitimacy
é N L2 ) . -
did wish to restrain administrators' prerogatives: Desires for other types

of reform measures also emerged from thd data. Illegitimacy perceivers
. " =
prefgrred to rectify the imbalancé of power through decentralization and an

enhanced faculty role. For this group, the desire to countervail against
3 ;
. !

illegitimate power Ynvolved more than approving reformist ideas. They also

endorsed extra-channel activities as means of articulating the values of

‘théir stratum. The extra-channcl acArvities most supported were: by-pas-

v
A} . .

sing "bottlenecks" in'tbe formal structure, dramatizing positions via the

- ¥ - . )
press, and appealing to the AAUP; few.sentiments,strongly favoring faculcy

unionization were expréssed. . 24 d

: Petrhaps more interesting Were findings about intra-faculty strains. : ;
A core element éf the sgch which Crozier found is the pre;alence of'tedé
sions, running in every'direction throughouc.che ;rganization. In the: * -

study at hand, those who interpreted the organization as illegitimate and . -

power~ridden also envinced more awareness of tension -- vertically between ,
y x

.’ g - _ )

!
{
|
|
\
t
\
|
|




levels, Botizonthlly between subdivisions of equal levels, and among faculty
* members themselves. . 8 : ‘ ’
\Particular attention was giver -to this last tension set. Evidently

a side-effect of the illegitimacy perception was a resentment that some
- , ® ¢«
fagulty colleagues get preferred tveatment. Given the context that he
% . . : L ) v

pérceivedlatbiﬁrariness in the University:s processes, and given that his

.main sphere of attention was on matters pertaining to hig own stratum's,
' -, ) . T

activities, "illegitimacy" seems to have connoted in large part one's
. e ..

seeing special benéfits heing given to some 6f his colleagues. Since

preferential treatments often occdr outside the bounds: of rules -- i.d.,
- L . -

‘
\

through "informal relations," those who-'resented preferentisl treatment

of oihera‘also inclined to distrust informal processes. ﬁccdrdingly,

\

those who were resentful wantéd the ‘rules to be more a&equate and,binding

1

Y} 2 . N .
in regard to proscribing favofitism. 2, g ! -
This kind ef intra-stratum tension comprises a major_asﬁect of thet

syndrome which Crozier calls the "bureaucratic vicious circle." Ultimately

those who feel that they suffer in power relationships'desiré to have rules

and regulations built further == not only'aéhinst'the discretionary field of . .

a&minia!rative actions but also against’their colleagues who benefit, from

the, exercise of administrators' discretionary judgments. A supreme irony

’

is invblved. Although illegitimacy perccivers dislike both bureaucraC1é
rigidity and arbitrdriness. their pursuit of r;medies for the latter may-

involve measures which lead ultlmetely to the former problem.
™ %
Ramifications of the negative attitudes held by one group of faculty

are‘potentially of serious consequence. To the extent that such pe%cep-
. 1 { :

tions are pervasive and stimulate faculﬁy action, one might expect a chain -




&

A A~ . - ‘
of events similar to that of Crozier's vicious circle: inter- and’ intra-"

«

stratum struggling, leading to increasing rigidifitation, a.continuing .
disenchantment with;university administration, conetant pressure from .

. . . . v
"lower strata for changes in structure and process, and faculty efforts to

~ gain influence over superiots and peers'by<even extra-channel means.
‘ . * < . Y
Crozier's prediction of fhe vicious circle derives from his_positing‘ :

that organizations are in fact illegitimate power.situations. However,
[ 3 . .

“'this study's data indicdted that whether'illegitinnte power relations

.

dominate is a matter of members' interprctation, and that among this
study's rebpondents the 1nterpretat10n was far from being consensual
It is nonetheless important to note the possibility that organiaatioﬂ/l

strife may emanate from that section of personnel who régard their Uni-

\ . -

' versity in terms of the Crozieriqn syndrome and resent it.

§ - | . ‘ g

‘ Findings: Explanations for the Perceptions
' ’"Explenation" is the sense .employed here lies in finding cnaracteristics
of'the respondents which vary concomitantly with their interpretation of Uni-

versity illegitimacy/legitimacy. Several'types of explanatory variables emerged.
. 2

Feelings of personal inefficacy vis-avis the University were evidently .
implicated heavily in the syndrome. Respondents uho regarded the University
as an° illegitimate setting tended dee than the others to think of themselves

as involved in tensions ang as befng relatively impotent in dealings about

them. They inclined _to sense thdt they had little personal influence. They .
were also dissotiafied with opportunities for personal professional deve%opment.

The associations of these attitudes were among the study's strongest, relation-

ships by Chi-square standards.

\ . e 11 - . _' | ?-

e
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'Howeve’h the package of negative atticudes’was apparently not tantawount

,to total alienation from the University. Illegitimacy-perceiving faculty
. ‘5 i ) ) e
were less estranged in regard to social involvements, support of University

activities, and attentiveness to organ{zatiénal processes, Also, illegitimacy.
~p.erce.ivers‘were morc,'qéc icsé, inclined to purticipa;c ‘in decision-waking
processég.f The. data did ngt clarify reasons ‘behind these rathér(éurprising'
discoveries. Perhaps the adage, "£am111ar¢ty brceds contempc might apﬁiy.

One s involvemgnt in various aspects ot 1nat1tut10nal life may 'alert” him Lo » }

0
.

mgre of the Univereity § unsavory qualitics.

_An interesting corollary is that faculty who were professionalistic
to the extent of being "cosmopolitan" - of being aloof from the specific

institution -- weré to some degree more incfined ph'v&uw the University as

a legitimate setting. Thué, so&q reservations are in order about the. ap- i
plicability of this aspedt of professionalism's theoretical association

with illegitimacy feeiings. (Goulduer, 1958) The lbcal/cosmbpolitun’ ,

~ . . / ~
distinction dmorig the University faculty seems less impoxtant as an ex-

planation of fllégitiﬁacyllcgitimgcy perceptions than distinctions con- -
. e * - ’

cerning professional function and academi¢ field. ) " ’

Those who indicatud that their main actdvity was personal research and
‘publishing tended to be the mos t inclined to sense illegitimacy. However,

those who emphasized their primary role as undergraduate teachers ran a

close.second in this regard. Faculty who indicntcﬁ bther-primary functions ==

. " " . N . . . .
graduate teaching, organized or institutional rescarch, service, and woyk of
. \ . {

an ddministrative nature -- werac sighifiéantly more iﬁclinﬂd‘than the first

E . s . 3 . 0. ‘.‘
two groups to consider the University a situation of legitimacy. The prin-

.

" cipal functions of- undergraduate téaching and personal publicatior are-
AN : - . ’ "

|
t

. . !
3
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) University as a legitimate setting._a» X . .. N T{'f" )

R S 16

linke-’/ for‘ a rather standard and nunerous group of academic pe;:sons in

.

c,' ~

universities generally., That this populous( category tended to be more’

sensitive to illegitiqate power relations is of intereat. :

A variable wiich also helped explain.di ferencee in legitimncﬂillegi- ‘

timacy perception was type of academic field. ‘*Three baeic 'field types were

-Qiacer_nibla ‘and relevant as variablea. “Applied" fvielda‘juch as praccical

sclences were often said ;5 enjoy a ?ecial status in the University,
[ A . S o .

"Humanities" (including social ncienccs;)' a weak status, and "Science"

(tneoretical) a middle position. No significant difference in.orientation

. . s N " e . : . 2
to the Univeroity occurred between Humanities and Science fields, but each
was aignificantly different ig this r@ard when compnred ng{ihst Applied

o\

fields. ' Hembers Gf the lat:ter youp‘vig more incl’ineq to" tegard the,

o

-

-

1

-

" A ‘caveat should be raised conccming \Q. excen§ion of these findings '\"

‘Mg

to. other universities. 'I'hc profcnsional Lypcs who in :hia study were more

. ‘ .

disenchanted with the organization are prevalent, often- doninant, in many" ,‘

% 2

univer\itiga ¢ Yet Ct would scem unwarranted _to excrapolate .from \:hc\prescnt:

‘data that illegicimncy-feelings are nlways' abundénc among undergraduateA

teachers in hunanities,osocial sciences and sciences fields who feel pressed

to do personal research. The prea,ens studi concerns a situation vhere in- '

¢ stitutionﬁl values' were appa;ently felt byfillegitimacy perceivers to be

" over-extended toward the 'leading_"emphnses of the land-grnnt: philosopf\y of

) 'appliecl t‘eaching, service sctivities and organized practical research,
dl 5 ‘ )

~

- .‘Anotﬁé,r variable corcerns the individual's status in the organization.

{ i 8 g . " : 3 1 %
" Persons h!g%er ‘in rank, with tenuré, and with roles in graduate education

and committees tended more than their counterparts to, regalx-di the University

!
4
.

x

!
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as a 'Iegitihnte one. . The atntisticnl tclutionqhips were rather weak however, -

5 e Of these variables, the matter of lower acadetuc rank was most strongly as-
. \ .
sbciated with illegitiﬂmcy feeli,n@a. 'I’hc thinking behind the hypothesis was .

’
that highor ntntue wonld lend to re]ntivo]y cffective deglings #n the organd-- _/

zation, hence posit,ively affect one's sentiments about its legitimacy.

. .
- . . ' - -
e . v

. . - 3

- N . -

", ' ‘ Findings? Reservationg About Faculty Pgrticipation o W

. .

I.,bwerfnlevel. influ'ehce.l.n the form. of faculty power is freqﬁently N

.

. pnder‘scored in the literatdre as a major 1ssue in hnivers{ties. The desire -

‘ . 1 L
no for more faculty influence was included in' this study's dépendenttvariable. ' "
i, ° It was indeed the 1]:1egit:lmacy perceiver who wanted more faculty power :
than appeared to him to exist, - "' A ‘e

) e 'chh of the literature concetnihg faculty partic‘ipation norms fecuses
- Lo % i o N -
- on the matter .of 9att1:£pation in the actual shaping of policy. It seems ‘

to be prcsumed that th 1s what ‘feculty participation is all about, and

| o ' futiher that thiq ig what faculty members wait. Not much attention has b'een#
by reeearchers and polemicaL writers to the poasibility that involve-

’
nt in policy making per se is not necessarily what: the norm entails. An - -

b teresting questiod comes to mind. How strong is the desire of faculty . e

members- to participate in the Jactual ehaﬁing ofy polic}'? Is it likely that
. even those who; sense ‘and resent power would eschew this high ‘degree of in-

fyolvement and opt only te be able to challenge ppl;lcies as 1issues ariae,.on o

‘an ad hoe basis? ’ 8, ‘ . .

P " ’l'he data shed some light on the matter. A question purported to-discern i

. “meanings and gegreee of faculty participation: "Which 18 more dmportant?:
a) Faculty's shaping details of .pc;licy. b) Faculty's challenging'policies

-~ . ’
. .
S LR . .

. by . ' < ' _ 14 ) o ’ -




.

,,. faculty nom regarding faculty participation. Even, the advbcates .of - =

|
i
|

. other elements: equality of treatment in th.. administrntion of policy, and

"PXany writers about the American culture remaftk on the prevalent norm of )

. 12 S
] ( ! [

made by adminietratots and committet.s, and c) Neither shoulu be overdone." 3
Within. the 111egit1macy—perceiv1\1 gro!.\p, there was no si;,nifictmt ten- . B
dency td choose a) over b) and vcry few choices ?f c).(f'.g)n the other hand,

.cheir cm‘mterparts' tended'.to want no ."ov‘crd'oing" in par;icipation of : ' -

cither sort [chodce ¢)].

l
.

Ir. would seem hazardous, then. to assert: that ;here is K strong
| .‘

faculty {ifluence did not'nccessarilx '_udvﬁcacc the faculty's deciding
L . .

policy. . Explamations may be ventured cdncerning the frequent. prcfercnﬁ:

ainong _111e§1t1macy perceivers far challenging. rather than shéping policy.

"due process," (Crozier, 1964) The term entails several elements of
meaning., Participation or at least eq{jitable representation in the formu-

" lation of policy is one of t:he elements, But often of importance are two - .

. . ¢ g

« the desirability of the aubstance of policy. Due ptbccsa does not‘. typically

-

‘become & crucial issue unless violations of these lntter elements occur., °

One might the.réfore expect that the arenas vihej'e violations of -due
‘p:oée';s occur, would tend to preoccupy members of organizations. . It seens

’ .
feasible that an organization member would become upset most often where he

.

evaluates the effe&ta of policy and of the administracion of policy. Over o

time he uould become accustomed to\inking largely in terms of challenging

b
|
policy and admfnistration. As he did 80, he’would not be sq inclined to

define, his ideal role as one of actually shaping policy; he woulsl become’ more ‘
vigilant as-a checking force than as a legislator. That a sizeable portion'~

Jof f;lculty members appeared to define their role as challengers would gerhaps

e
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confirm this interpretation.
That another sizeable segment ciiose on the other hand a.policy—shapidg
role preference may reflect their internalization of the parcicipation norm -

to its fuller extent.' Another possibility is that the advocates of policy-

shaping may have been’ 80 resentful of the University's ‘power structure that

‘they ‘felt a need to go beyond the first stages in due procq;:'of merely ’

challenging des}sians. Respondtmts who narkeﬂ'the policy-ahaping re:poiae
A} -
were compared by the KrusknltWallis mechod to those who cliose merely to
\ \ -
challenge. The qtatie:ic is 14.27, a a;gnificanc relationship which ia-

dicates that policy-shAping associated with higher score on illegitimacy

_orientation. ' . - . o

The main line, of difference betwcen‘illegitiéacy- and legitimacy®per- - -
,éeetion concerning participation desires of either sort can Se partly ex-

plained on the basis that legitimacy perceivers tended to resent the time
N P : ML .

required'to'participate. By <the operational definition of legitimacy

" feelings, shey felt thpt participation was sufficiently frequent ang ef-
fective. and they did noc adyocate more of it. Rcsponses to one item in
particular demonstrated the interesting finding that particzpation was

seomething of a burden to the legltimacy-percciving faculty member. The .

statement. was, ''We have too much participation now. Committee meerings

L 2

and the like eat up too nuch of my time." Iiiegitimacy-petceiﬁing re-

. spondents disagreed significantly more often than did their counterparts,

At any rate, the data provided grounds for considerable doubt regarding
i
. " s _ .
_the supposedly firm norm of faculty power. : .

- -

v Lo
# : . Relevance for Further Inquiry *

3

. .o - -




- o . 1 ~°

-

a way which allowed the scoring of tespondentg, the hiéﬁer scores appearing

'to'indicafe'a high degree of soﬁéitivi&y to what the respondents thoyght of

as an illegftfmnte*power s;tﬁcturc. and tve'lower scorca'in;iﬁating a favor- !
"= < 2

dble 1nterprétatioh of cﬁg same,instituﬁional sétcing.- Ihé;e attitudinal

o . components werethouéltof’£9 ter;s bf'Michel'Croz;er's 1ﬁage'of a power-*

strugéling organizational syndr;;e ;hich may préd#céhdysfunctional in-’

stitutionil pakierns. ‘While it is of 1mpottance thdt the Crozierian imige ' '

‘was held in the minds of a large group of faculty members, it is also note-

- worthy that a roughly equal number of, fnculty membcrs did not perceive

.

their aetting in these terms. .

we "The dichotomiza:ion ¥f a;titudus along ;hgse lines indicatea the uLiA‘ty

of Crozier's theory as an hcuristic deviée for atudying American universities.

*

The dtmbneiona of his syndroume provide a viuulc opcrational definiyion of

i . . .
illegitimacy/legitimacy perceptions. That other attitudes-associated
quite well with these perceptions confirms the heuristic value of his . @

achéme., The relatea”nttftudpé include perceptions of an organizational )

- W 4 -

context éimilaq to t‘t context 1nicrozier's study, attitudes reflecf&ng a
. : g . . e
preQispos}tion to react as Crozier's subjects did, and sentiments which in-

dicated disenchantment with the organization. ) ¥ R

-

Further study might'fruitfully st}enmline the item conteﬁﬁﬂbf the scale ’
. coh;crning'111egitimacy/1egicimncy perceptiof. Study in additional_univcrsity
H B . ¢

cqﬁtexts would help to-ascertair the'items" applicability elsewhere., Along
, o Sy
¢ with a developing confidence in a measure of illegitimacy/legitimacy for uni-

vérsity organizations can come.{urther insights into causes and consequences.

s -

The subject University is Bne‘o‘ a subtype which includes growing state

.uhivefhitiel confronted by external demands for especially a role in practical
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and applieci knowledge. That a dichotomy of ne_rceptions occurred here may

be attributed Iarge'ly to circumst.ances which are expectable in this sub-
type of univu’sity. Some [nculty members, thoul,h not all, eenscd both an

imbalance toward ndmini&tratlvc power and an imbalance in that academic

fields other than their own were dominant. T '

v

- " Possible alternative pictures of other universities might be dis- -

covered. Illegitimacy might be less pronou..c"g where imbalances of power ’_E

and program elnphesis are not perceived by eigni‘icent numbers of faculty

’

members. or, the negative orientetion might be significantly preaent but

- = <
associated vith factors other than ;hose found htre. Studics which pro—

file universities according to- p:oportions of discontented faculty might
discern ty.pea of e{.tuations where they are “fow in number or prevalent.
Perhaps through'such comparisons a typolopy of universities <ould evolve

and theories could oe advanced concerning causn.lvinfluexxx'cea, and'speeula'- &

\ -4

tions made about consequences. ,
. 5 ~" !

Con_tinn;d ~stuey along these iines' coudd alse feed important insights

.

back into the body of orgenization theory. An ited! of particular theoreti- é
cal interest appears in these data. A simplistic’ linkage of illegitimacy = - .

.

feelings with professiotlism was shown to ‘be unwarranted. There w-as a y o
. k . ¥

~ split f‘f feelings among ersons of what is at root the same profession,

.

and this occurred in the single context of one institution. A side issue
has been noted, that the theoretically lees prorfessionally’-oriented person °
) Qid not cena moYe to view thev drganizetion gs legitﬁunte. Further study
might disclose that differeneee in i‘llegitimacyllegitimcy perception can .
be ettributled to different degr;es -and types of professional eomitment, J

varying qualities of socialization experiences regarding the academic pro-
1 -
. 'S ’ o .18 v
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fession, or different kinds of social and professional interaction patterns. .

That modernorganizations supposedly'featﬁge a norm thas the pt"\ofes—
sional t&cmbei;’ should .have influence. in Busic maf.cer& is also of 'th'eoretical {
intereat. Perceptions that violations of thls dcmocratic norm occurs anpear
to figure in illegitimacy feelings. The presence of the tlemocratic norm may
crcatelm inordinate preoccupation-with university 1llegitimacy as comp.;xrcd

with.the problem in other types of orgaﬁization. Yet .th¢ norm was not a

‘strong one gcéording to the present data, Further‘étudy of' the participative
’ - ’ s . . § .

norm is warranted. ‘ e B L

An\other ite; of the&etical -Amport concerns ~§};e mnature of superlor- . . iy [
subofdif\ac'e relatibnships. Ptoblems oi maintaining authority through lggiti—
macy ‘are typically treated as resulting from and/or leading to stra‘l‘ns re- s - b
garding coordinated an.d‘interdcpendent activitie%; i.e., the 'l:oss's,‘ impact - .

on specific‘ goal-related activi‘t:'ies. This quality of supef— and subordinate R

‘interaction, howevér. does not adequately dem.:ribe the universi‘ty. The., \

sense of legitimacy in this studyl’seems more often threatened by admfnistra- TN
o ’ : 2 A -
tive roles of a mbre distant sort -- budgetary allocations are a few steps ' ) |

-

removed from.a direct "bossing relationship;*much administtative activity
s in "auxiliary" areas. Perhaps, then, illegltimacy ,s‘ theotetical_ con=
.sequences, such as a reduced coordinative ‘ability, are nbt s0 npplic?ble
to ‘univeraitlps. But 1if ntlt these consequences, what? The possibility Has
be‘en u‘nderscored of Crozier's bureaucratic vicious circle toward dysi’;lnctio 1
. o~

rigidity and disabling power struggles, but it }oo is a mattct for cmpirical

inquiry. While mmy perplexing questiona ;&nain. both in regard to univer-

sities and to 3eneral theory, the orientation of the present research should Lo
! . % o !

prove beneficial to their pursuit. ’ . | P




“ 6 4, APPENDIX A ° :
v * . Statements Used in Operational ® .
Definition of Illepitimacy/Legitimacy Perception

\ . .

' 3 - . To. ¢ ’ * l
Con‘qing Arbi ariness: R - - . . '
1.. "Administ ative power" prevails. Officials tend to determine policy

and to acc on the basiJ of their own jud;)mcnt and cuteria. IxibaIanccs:, e . '
unsound policieg or arhitrary acgions tesult. - ) = - ‘\ \ . : .
2. Ber?, administtat.orp arbitrariness.tends to hinder proper academic / )
functionin;. ’ . . ’ . ‘ E { -
3,‘ "They" (adininiat"ators and au:horf:ative commfeteeq) ofterx ignore ‘ » e, g
'policies and rules in order to play favorites or to control the. Universit:y . ' {
the way "they" want co.k,. T - o . i e o \." ' K
.l,i On the'corl_tr"ax;y (to item listed n';' fo, 3, :;bove) , poli.ci_es‘a'r;‘d .r;uies_w -
~are f}Lt‘m enough to prevent such "administfatﬁe power. "*) Ty . .~; / o
S, Implementation of policies is fair, nat nrbitrary.* o . -
Conceming Centralization: = ‘ ‘ Ny * B .
6. Dcpartmen;s can "tnke liberties" in tfie_ adminigtratiaﬁ‘of policics ' o
- which are | set at higher .levels.*, o g - ) . ,_' , " ) "
7. Deparments can formally and effectively initiate policiea. * A '*' 1A
" 8. The department hns a great deal of autonomy.*v . C o . »',
) '9'. .Rather t'han havirrg influence on policy pgg se, the department head ' -
‘ merely administers policies which are madé "higher up." < w ,"-: '
'Concerning Faculty Influence: - [ ‘
‘10 Cortlicta are resolved through proccss::s vwhich cqnsider each par;i's . |
poa;gtion, desires.-or point of vi;w.* LR . S ’ - l'

11. Formal processes exiat for "fcedback“ conceming policies p_g_x: se, o {

- . & v

. 20




- oy -
-or the way in which they are administered. g
.12," Faculty bodies formally influence policy guidelinea Qg;_ the géneral

faculty or faculcy committees) o T
e .

1
i L)

5’ The outcome of such “struggles" (as are dgscribed in the qqps;ionnaire)

i 3
is usually satisfactory to :he faculcy members who are involved. » /-‘

Concerning Value Conflicts: , . 4, s '
ST . _ ,

14. ‘No conflicts ocaur between the valucs of. my partichlar profession,

»
* .

\ iy : * . “ v,
and the practices or emphases;df this University. ’ c v

.

. - . - : .. R 3
15. ‘Professors here need not worry about losing their "academic freedom."

'16. Professors' individual.rights, wishes or needs are often ignored or
s % 3 ] i . :  w \ & & N
violated.. A . ' '

"17. This University tespohds too much to, selected "outside" {afluences

Y

i such as busineas, profesaional and poliuical groups.s Academic values are

, . P¥ v ]
"lost in the shuffle. ’ . ‘ o

s ' s

!

*
18. Faculty incereats are protected by the' policies.
- 1?9. Policiesaare sound from an academic poinc of view, or. on the baéls
-

R}

*
of professional criteria.

. !
2,8 ‘ W -
.
.

zo;} Increase faculty authority toward making more actual policy, ,or at

- . . .

Coﬂﬁgrnins Depire to Increase Faculty Influeﬁce.

- N

least to initiate more and firmer guidelines for ad@inisttators-to follow.

v

.21, The faculty should Se'involved more thén'now in making actual policy,

et

.by referenda or through general faculty meetings.

’

L]
on more committees.

22, The faculty should be more involved than now through more rep:esentatioz

Concerning Evaluation of Administrative Performance:
23, '“Adniniatrativo ﬁowet" is appropriate and is well exercis Heré.*

* An asterisk 1nd1cates that an illegitimncy—oriented response 11 to
disagree with the statement,-

o 21 S
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Itens 6 and 9 did not torrelage with- all of the remaining Ltems and so

. .

wore onitteh from the set of twenty-pne statements o
. , L
 for. the dependent variable. “

ployed in scoring

.-

\

|
x
z
3
{
!
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